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COAST GUARD AND LIGHTHOUSE BILLS 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 17, 1959 


Hovusr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Coast GUARD, COAST AND 
GropeTic Survey, AND NAVIGATION OF THE COMMITTEE 
oN MercHant Marine AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 219, 
Qld House Office Building, Hon. Edward A. Garmatz (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Bonner, Garmatz, Clark, Lennon, Nix, 
Oliver, Johnson, Ray, Dorn, Curtin, and Glenn. 

Staff members present: Robert H. Cowen, counsel, and William B. 
Winfield, clerk. 

Mr. Garmatz. The meeting will come to order. 

We will take up first H.R. 330, a bill introduced by Congressman 
Byrnes of Wisconsin. 

(H.R. 330 and related bills are as follows :) 


[H.R. 330, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To increase the basic compensation which may be paid civilian keepers of light- 
houses from $3,750 per annum to $5,100 per annum 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That subsection (g) of section 432 of 
title 14 of the United States Code is amended by striking out “$3,750” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “$5,100”. 





[H.R. 2245, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend subsection 432(a), of title 14, United States Code, so as to increase the 
limitation on basic compensation of civilian keepers of lighthouses and civilians em- 
ployed on lightships and other vessels of the Coast Guard from $3,750 to $5,100 per 
annum 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That title 14 of the United States 
Code, subsection 432(g), is amended by striking the amount “$3,750” therein 
and inserting in lieu thereof the amount “$5,100”. 


[H.R. 2731, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 432(g) of title 14, United States Code, so as to increase the 
limitation on basic compensation of civilian keepers of lighthouses and civilians employed 
on lightships and other vessels of the Coast Guard from $3,750 to $5,100 per annum 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 432(g) of title 14, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “$3,750” and inserting in lieu thereof “$5,100”. 


1 
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[H.R. 3402, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] tha 


A BILL To amend section 432(g) of title 14, United States Code, so as to increase th Gu 
limitation on basic compensation of civilian keepers of lighthouses and Civilians ep, . 
ployed on lightships and other vessels of the Coast Guard from $3,750 to $5,109 be ove 


annum ove 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United State, J 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 482(g) of title 14, United State} sac 
Code, is amended by striking “$3,750” and inserting in lieu thereof “$5,100”, wO 
the 

Go 

[H.R. 7148, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] ] 

A BILL To increase the basic compensation which may be paid civilian keepers of light. 7 
houses from $3,750 per annum to $5,100 per annum 1 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Stata fro 


of America in Congress assembled, That subsection (g) of section 432 of title 14! I: 
of the United States Code is amended by striking out “$3,750” and inserting iy 
lieu thereof “$5,100”. 


eT by 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. BYRNES, A REPRESENTATIVE fy bil 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 1 

Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the committee taking w| } 
this bill and providing for these hearings although I would wonde,, 4 


in a way, why hearings really would be necessary in view of the fat} > 
that I do not think there is any opposition to the bill at any quarter 
and there is a favorable departmental report on it. 

The purpose is simply to make it possible for the civilian lighthous h 
keepers to receive the salary increase which was voted in 1958 for all 


7 . . a 
the other Federal employees, and I think basically what happened wh 
here was an oversight as to a ceiling that existed in the law. : 

The inequity which prevented them from having this raise arise ti 
9 5 


from a limitation of $3,750 a year in keepers’ salaries enacted in 194) 3 
and not adjusted upward at the time the Federal Employees Salary) *" 
Increase Act of 1958 was passed. Within that limit, it has been the} ~; 
policy of the Coast Guard to adjust the rates and salary rangesof| 
keepers whenever Congress has made changes in the rates and grades}, 
of classified employees. 
Even prior to the 1958 salary increase, the statutory $3,750 limita. | 
tion prevented adjustment of the salaries of some keepers to the top | 
of their established salary ranges. With the 1958 increase, however, | T 
about 75 percent of the keepers are denied the increased pay to which | 
they would otherwise be entitled if it were not for this limitation. , 
The bill would correct this situation by increasing the limitation| | 
from $3,750 to $5,100 a year. Enactment of the bill would not mea} | 
that all keepers would receive $5,100 a year. That figure is the 
highest rate in the highest salary range of the keeper salary structur| | 
and no keeper is currently eligible to receive this maximum amount. | 0 
Seventy keepers, however, would immediately receive long overdue | 
salary increases at an additional total cost to the Government, as far, th 
as this bill is concerned, of $12,800 per year. That is the cost of the| Te] 
bill to the Federal Government. That cost would be incurred jus| & 
to do equity in this case. th 
I might add the thought that, frankly, I know of no group@| | 
Federal civilian employees who are required, by the nature of ther Ci 
work, to spend longer hours either on watch or on standby stats) 
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than the civilian lighthouse keepers. Figures I have from the Coast 
Guard indicate that most of these men are required to be on station 
over 100 hours a week, many of them for as long as 120 hours and 
over. 

I believe the least we owe these men and their families for this 
sacrifice of the normal leisure hours enjoved by most other Federal 
workers away from their place of duty is prompt action now, and in 
the future, to give them the benefit of pay increases voted other 
Government employees. 

I would hope that the committee could act promptly on the matter. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. I might say that favorable reports have been received 
from the Civil Service Commission and the Treasury on this particu- 
Jar bill. 

There are several other bills along with it, one by Mr. Bonner, one 
by Mr. Miller, one by myself, and one or two others which are similar 
bills. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Byrnes? 

[understand he has another committee meeting to attend. 

Mr. Byrnes. I do, but I will be pleased to stay as long as the com- 
mittee desires. 

Mr. Lennon. What was the litigation to which you referred ? 

Mr. Byrnes. Back in 1949 they had a special limitation that no 
salaries could go above the $3,750 a year, that no matter what else 
happened that was the litigation or ceiling. ‘Then when we enacted 
the salary increase in 1958, 1f that was granted to the keepers, it would 
have thrown them above that figure, so that you had another statute 
which had a limitation applicable to these people. 

What we are doing here, therefore, is simply to suggest that you 
still have a limitation in the law but that it be to $5,100 instead of 
$3,750 so that within that they can grant these increases provided 
under the 1958 salary increase bill. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are there any other questions? 

Thank you. 

Mr. Byrnes. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are there any other Coast Guard people to be heard 


on this bill ? 


STATEMENTS OF COMDR. LOUIS F. SUDNIK, USCG, CHIEF, LEGIS- 
LATIVE SECTION, LEGAL DIVISION; AND HARRY L. MORGAN, 
CHIEF, CIVILIAN PERSONNEL DIVISION, HEADQUARTERS, U.S. 
COAST GUARD 


Commander Supnik. We submitted a statement on this but I have 
hot come to submit a statement. 

I think Mr. Byrnes has very aptly set forth what our position is on 
the bill. It so happens that it is the same position as that which he 
represents. In other words, we do not have anything to add to it 
except that I am here to answer any questions or to clear up anything 
that the committee may wish clarified. 

Tam Commander Sudnik, and I have Mr. Harry Morgan from our 
Civilian Personnel Division with me. 
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Mr. Garmatz. Would Mr. Morgan have anything to add to the 
statement of Mr. Byrnes / 

Mr. Morcan. No, sir. He has put it well. 

Mr. Garmarz. Are there questions of these gentlemen ? 

Mr. Dorn. I take it that the Coast Guard is in favor of the enact. 
ment of this legislation ? 


Commander Supnik. Definitely. This is an adjustment that should | 


have been made a long time ago. 

Mr. Nix. I would like to ask a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Nix. 

Mr. Nix. How is the determination made as to who gets an jp- 
crease from $3,750 up to $5,100 7 

Commander Supnik. As Mr. Byrnes has indicated, there will not 
be an immediate jump. Nobody will get a pay raise from $3,750 
to $5,100. 

Back in 1937 the Lighthouse Keepers Service set up a pay scale for 
these employees. The pay scale is graduated. You start off within 
a certain area, let us say $2,500, and then each year you are granted 
an increase. 

Now, with time there have been upward adjustments of these scales, 
I believe there have been at least three or four revisions. 

Over the last 20 years these scales have all been lifted upward, 

Mr. Nix. I wanted to know whether or not seniority alone would de. 
termine the increase in pay. 

Commander SupniK. It is not seniority alone. It depends on the 
type of station that the keeper is manning. In other words, if he 
has more than one light to tend to or the station is farther removed 
from others and requires upkeep of diesel generators and things like 
that, he is granted a corresponding pay scale. It depends on how in- 
portant and complicated the job is. 

Mr. Nix. They have rules of determination, then, that everyone 
must abide by that would determine who is entitled to an increase and 
who is not ? 

Commander Supnik. Yes. 

Mr. Nix. That is all. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Lennon. 

Mr. Lennon. Commander, do they have civilian employees on sta- 
tions near lightships off the coast ? 

Commander Supntk. I do not believe there are any more. 

Mr. Morcan. Not at the moment, no, sir. 

Commander Supnrk. They have all been repli aced by military men, 
that is by coastguardsmen. There are only 90 keepers left in service. 

Mr. Lennon. The reason I asked is that the language of the pre 
amble to the act itself states that it is “to increase the limitation on 
basic compensation of civilian keepers of lighthouses and civilians 
employed on lightships and other vessels of the Coast Guard,” and I 
just wondered if you still had civilians on board lightships, perma- 
nent installations anchored off our shores / 

Commander Supnrk. No, we do not. Up until a year or two ago 
there were but there are none today. 

Mr. Lennon. Was this matter called to the attention of this com- 
mittee by the Coast Guard when the Salary Adjustment Act was made 
in 1958, last year, as to the necessity of taking care of this group! 
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Commander Supnik. | could not answer that question, Mr. Lennon. 
| donot know whether it was called to the attention of this committee 
or not. 

Mr. Morean. I would like to say for the benefit of the Coast Guard 
that the Coast Guard did originate the legislation. ‘They proposed a 
bill to effect this thing a year before or considet ‘ably before the legis- 
lation was enacted. That is before your legislation to adjust ‘the 
compensation of those under the Cl: assification Act. 

Mr. Lennon. The passage of the legislation last year has now 
resulted in an inequity to this particular group and this is intended 
to correct that mequity 4 

Commander SupDNik. Yes, sir. 

I might add that the 83,570 limitation was placed in the law in 
1949, I believe, by the act of June 29, and I am not certain but I think 
that that was a Bureau of the Budget limitation. 

Mr. Lennon. That is a limitation irrespective of the longevity of 
service or the magnitude of the job / 

Commander Supnik. That is correct. It is an absolute limitation 
and it just prevents the Coast Guard from paying these people more 
than $3,750. 

Mr. Garmarz. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. JouNson. I have one question, Mr. Chairman. 

What duties, for the most part, would be performed by the civilian 
employees on lightships and other vessels of the Coast Guard ? 

Commander Supnix. Well, Mr. Johnson, there are not any more 
civilian lighthouse keepers on vessels. 

Mr. Jounson. | gathered that, but on other vessels of the Coast 
Guard ¢ 

Commander Supnix. Well, at one time we had lighthouse keepers, 
people that were associated wit h he Lighthouse Service that same into 
the Coast Guard that manned tenders, ships that serviced light vessels 
and took care of minor aids to navigation. They went out and picked 
up spar buoys and so forth. There were certain areas of the country 
up on the Great Lakes, for instanuce, where they had been doing that 
for years and the Coast Guard did not immediate ‘ly change all these 
people and replace them with military personnel. It was a gradual 
transition. 

Today this same work is being performed by coastguardsmen and 
the civilians have all left the flo: ating service, as it were. 

Mr. Jounson. | have no further questions. 

Mr, Garmarz. Are there other questions 

Mr, Currin. How many people would be affected by this bill ? 

Commander Supnix. Everybody would be affected by the bill, but 
immediately there would cn about 70 keepers whose pay would be ad- 
justed upward. The pay is adjusted administratively. These people 
are not covered by the Cl: assific ation Act of 1949. 

Mr. Currin. Have you figured out how much this would cost an- 
nually ? 

Commander Supnik. Yes: $12,800, 

Mr. Curtin. Thank you. 

Mr. Lennon. Commander, I would like to know if you can tell me 
approximately how many civilian employees are there now who are 


| engaged in lighthouse operation ? 


48970—60——_2 








6 COAST GUARD AND LIGHTHOUSE BILLS 


Commander Supnrk. Ninety. There are 90 today in the service tha 4918 
are civilians that are engaged in lighthouse keeping. of tl 

Mr. Lennon. About 70 of these would be affected by this legis. cent 
lation ? 

Commander SupNnik. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. LeENNown. So that in the future this bill could not cost any real | 4B 
money because no more than 90 could ever be affected, could they’ ; 


Commander Supnix. No: because this group of 90 is const: tly be. B 
ing depleted. As these boys retire they are being replaced by regular | 4 
coastguardsmen. = 

Mr. Lennon. Thank you. a 


Mr. Garmatz. I might say that in the report of the Treasury, they | per 
say that— 


The change proposed would result in a total increase of approximately $12.89 \ 
per annum in lighthouse keeper pay. Seventy keepers whose salaries are affecta spe 
would share immediately in the benefits sought. Em 

The Treasury Department favors enactment of the proposed legislation. The 7 
salary adjustments envisioned are long overdue. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that far | STA 





is no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. : 
T 

ry. ‘ 
Thank you very much, Coiimander, and Mr. Morgan. C 


We have one more bill, H.R. 3140, introduced by Mr. Boggs, and 
also a companion bill, H.R. 5431, by Mr. Oliver, to provide a further Ny 
increase in the retired pay of certain members of the former Light-| will 
house Service, and that the annual rate of retired pay of each per-| I 
son retired prior to January 1, 1956, under section 6 of the act of}  ¥ 
June 20, 1918, as amended and supplemented, shall be increased, ef. 
fective on the first day of the first calendar month following the date} 


of enactment of this act, by 10 percent. emy 
(Mr. Boggs statement follows :) \ 
M 
STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HALE Boces, LOUISIANA, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMIT- I 
TEE ON Coast GUARD, COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY, AND NAVIGATION, IN SUPpoR? Con 
or H.R. 3140, WEDNESDAY, JUNE 17, 1959 r 
\ 1e 
I was very pleased to learn that your committee had scheduled hearings | 7 
H.R. 3140, which would provide an increase in the annuities of retired civilian 
2 ; : ; Aecek | WM 
Federal employees’ of the former Lighthouse Service. de 
c 


I have carefully investigated the merits of this legislation and I feel that it 
is equitable and just because of the increased cost of living and particularly be ploy 
cause of the small annuities now being received by these people. me 


We have recognized the high cost of living among our other annuitants, as | 543) 
well as our active Federal employees. Surely it is unrealistic to think that any conn 


group can hope to make ends meet on the annuity scale now in effect. 
All of these annuitants are in their declining years, many no longer physically M 


able to maintain gainful employment; their medical expenses alone are a tt | care 
mendous burden. I strongly feel that thesee people should not be denied the | (19: 
increase which is necessary to compensate them for the rising costof living and " 
the inflationary pressure that has cut down the purchasing power of these al: Ag 
nuitants. pro’ 
I sincerely hope that the committee will look favorably on my bill. roll 
(H.R. 3140 and H.R. 5431 are as follows:) civil 
assu 
(H.R. 3140, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] age 
A BILL To provide a further increase in the retired pay of certain members of the forme [00° 
Lighthouse Service Cc 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United State pos! 
of America in Congress assembled, That the annual rate of retired pay of eat! | by ¢ 
person retired prior to January 1, 1956, under section 6 of the Act of June 2 2” ’ 
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1918, as amended and supplemented, shall be increased, effective on the first day 
YU ’ . . . 7 : 

of the first calendar month following the date of enactment of this Act, by 10 per 
centum. 


(H.R. 5431, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


4 BILL To provide a further increase in the retired pay of certain members of the former 
f Lighthouse Service 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the annual rate of retired pay of each per- 
son retired prior to January 1, 1958, under section 6 of the Act of June 20, 1918, 
as amended and supplemented, shall be increased, effective on the first day of 
the first calendar month following the date of enactment of this Act, by 10 
per centum. 


Mr. Garmarz. I think there is a gentleman here who wishes to 
speak on this bill representing the Active-Retired Lighthouse Service 
Employees’ Association. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE F. COCKRELL, REPRESENTATIVE OF 
THE ACTIVE-RETIRED LIGHTHOUSE SERVICE EMPLOYEES’ ASSO- 
CIATION 


Mr. CockreELL. I have a statement prepared, Mr. Chairman, and I 
will answer any questions. 

I may not take time to read the statement, if it is agreeable to you. 

Mr. GARMAtTz. How much of a statement do you have? 

Mr. CockKreLL. It is about four pages. 

Mr. GaRMATz. Does it cover generalities of the retired pay of the 
employees of the Coast Guard ¢ 

Mr. Cockre.L. That is right. 

Mr. Garmatz. With no objection, we will hear your statement. 

I might say for the benefit of the members that the Civil Service 
Commission had no recommendations and there was no objection from 
the Treasury Department on the enactment of this legislation. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Cockre.tt. Mr. Chairman, my name is Clarence F. Cockrell, the 
elected representative of the Active-Retired Lighthouse Service Em- 
ployees’ Association. I am very grateful for the opportunity afforded 
me to appear before your committee in behalf of H.R. 3140 and H.R. 
5431, designed to provide a small increase in the amount payable as 
annuity to a small group of civilian Federal retired employees. 

Mr. Chairman, during the 65th session of Congress, after very 
careful consideration by the Congress, the then pending legislation 
(1917-18) was passed by Congress, to grant certain employees of the 
Lighthouse Service a retirement system under Public Law 174, ap- 
proved June 20, 1918. At this time there are on the civilian retired 
rolls of the U.S. Coast Guard Service, approximately 690 of these 
civilian retired employees of this former Service. It is natural to 
assume that this number is being reduced rapidly due to the average 
age of these retirees and, of course, will become obsolescent in the not 
too far distant future. 

Considering the above-mentioned fact and also the fact that the 

itions these former employees were retired from will not be filled 

y civilian employees, but. rather by Coast Guard personnel who will 
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not succeed to the benefits of the former incumbents, the amount of 
funds now necessary for this purpose will also be reduced. 

I may be wrong ‘about the number of those, Mr. Chairman. I be. 
lieve the commander just corrected that. I understood there were 
around 250 of these active civilians that were taken over from the 
former Lighthouse Service on the rolls of the Coast Guard, and who 
remained as civilian employe es, when the former Lighthouse Service 
was transferred to the Coast Guard under Reorganiz: ition Act No, 2 
of 1939, who may be eligible to retire under the Lighthouse Service 
Act, referred to above. This may increase the number of these 
former retired employees on the retired rolls from time to time as 
they reach the optional retirement age and service. 

There is, of course, another fact. which will tend to reduce the 
number on ‘this civilian retired roll of Coast Guard, since due to the 
average age of these retirees, it can be assumed the number of these 
former employees on the rolls now will be reduced by, it is estimated, 
40 to 50 each year due to the yearly death rate of these employees, 
They seem to be passing along at that rate. 

Mr. Garmarz. Do you want to change the figure of 250 since the 
commander’s figure is more apt to be correct / 

Mr. Cockreti. That is the active people now, that 250. I thought 
that that was about the number of the civilian employees that were 
still under Coast Guard who were taken over from the Lighthouse 
Service by Coast Guard. 

I believe the commander said there were only 90 all together but 
that referred only, I think, to keepers of lighthouses. 

If I am correct, L believe that the record at the Coast Guard did 
show about 250 a few months ago. That is taking all, every one of 
them. 

Mr. Lennon. I am a little confused. You say that, in your judg- 
ment, there are 250 but only 90 engaged in the Lighthouse Service? 

Mr. Cockretn. Well, yes. Of course, I do not know what the other 
civilian employees do, where they would be employed. Some would 
be in shops and various other places. 

Mr. Lennon. I see that the gentleman from the Coast Guard wants 
to interpolate there. 

Mr. Morgan ? 

Mr. Morcan. I would like to help him, if I may. 

The number he is using, 250 is approximately the total who are 
now still eligible by virtue of their service and former service to 
eventually retire under this Lighthouse Service retirement law. 

The number beyond the 90 that Commander Sudnik mentioned as 
keepers are laborers, mechanics, and so on, at the bases. 

Mr. Lennon. They still were connected with the old Lighthouse 
Service but are not technicians in the sense of being lighthouse 
keepers / 

Mr. Morcan. That is correct. 

Mr. Cocxrety. At the time of the retirement of many of those still 
on the rolls, the salaries and wages were very small, yet these retirees 
were retired on the basis of their base pay at that time. This means 
that the amount of annuity they are receiving today is still very small 
and much inadequate due to the increased cost of living, thus they 

cannot. even maintain a minimum standard of living. The longer 
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they have been retired, the greater is the depreciation of their an- 
nuity. 

Iam sure that the members of this commitee know that as a result 
of the inflationary era which started during World War II and eon- 
tinued in the postwar period, the value of the dollar has gradually 
dropped until it is worth about 50 percent of the prewar dollar. 
These employees who retired before and during this period have suf- 
fered varying degrees of loss of the purchasing power. 

It is my underst: unding that following the close of the war, the 
Congress was very much concerned about the inflation which is still 
reducing the purchasing power of the dollar today. Congress was 
anes about the purchasing power of those who were living on 
fixed annuity and income. Congress adopted a general policy and set 
up a Board of Actuaries or Commision to study the existing condi- 
tions and methods to restore the loss of pure hasing power of those 
retired from the Federal Government and living on fixed annuities. 
No uniform treatment was accorded the different groups, but from 
time to time the Congress has e ndeavored to aid all of them in vary 
ing degrees by restoring a part of the depreci lation of their annuity. 

The Congress has, during previous sessions, recognized the in- 
adequacy of both the active and retired pay of Federal personnel, 
especially those retired and trying to live on their annuity which 
was based on their active pay years ago. After careful consideration 
there has been increases in the active pay of postal and classified em- 
ployees, the pay of members of the Armed Forces, and the pay of 
Federal judges. Those who were privileged to be eligible for social 
security benefits have also received small increases and other benefits 
A great many of the retired Federal employees are not privileged to 
be eligible to receive benefits accorded millions of people throughout 
the Nation under the social security system. 

The social security system is among the greatest systems to bene- 
fit millions of people during their old age and at the time assistance 
is most needed. This system is for the purpose of furthering the so- 
cial, economic, and psychological well-being of the people in such a 
way that consideration is given to their individual capacities of their 
basic needs. All of the above-mentioned increases and benefits were 
urgently needed, and today further consideration of the conditions 
existing among many of these people are needed. 

It is also true that Congress after careful consideration, favorably 
approved legislation to grant a small increase in the amount payable 
as annuities and pensions of the Federal employees. While these in 
creases were small compared with the ever-increasing cost of living, 
such increases and benefits were most helpful and gre: tly appreciated 
by all. They served to reduce the burden on these former employees, 
especially those retired under the civil service retirement system, 

Of course, since those retired under the Lighthouse Service Act 
of 1918, referred to above, were not benefited directly, because of the 
approval of legislation to increase and benefit those retired under 
civil service retirement law, separate and extra legislation was intro- 
duced upon request of this association, to provide equal or similar 
increases in their annuities, but not, however, any part of the language 
of the legislation which also provided survivor and other benefits of 
the legislation. 
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That is referring to last year, I believe it was, when a bill No, 72 
was passed by the Congres and became public law which not only 
increased the annuity by 10 percent but gave the survivors and de- 
pendents benefits. 

These bills are not asking for that at all, Mr. Chairman, 

At the time legislation was drafted and introduced for the first 
retirement system for the Lighthouse Service personnel and the en- 
actment of this law, there was no provision in the act whereby these 
employees could contribute toward the civil service or other retire. 
ment fund. I believe this was partly because Congress found that 
in consideration of the then pending legislation (1917-18) the duties 
of these Lighthouse Service employees were so similar to the duties 
of the Navy and Coast Guard in peacetime, that a retirement sys. 
tem somewhat similar, but not so liberal, to that of the other sery- 
ices, was more in line with the requirement of the Lighthouse Serv- 
ice. Of course, like other service in time of war, the Lighthouse 
Service was taken over by the Navy for the duration of the war, 

During the last session of the 85th Congress, then pending legisla- 
tion, S. 72 amended, was passed by the Congress, which became Pub- 
lic Law 85-465, approved June 25, 1958. This law granted an in- 
crease by 10 percent in the amount payable as annuities for those re- 
tired under civil service retirement system, together with other bene- 
fits for survivors and dependents. The increase in annuities and 
benefits did not affect those retired under the Lighthouse Service Act 
and those retired under different laws. 

After careful explanation of these circumstances to certain Mem- 
bers of Congress, and the request for the introduction of extra legis- 
lation to provide equal increase in the amount payable as annuities 
for these few civilian Federal retired employees, but, of course, not 
for any other part or section of the above-mentioned law, the bills, 
H.R. 3140 and H.R. 5431, which are before this committee today for 
consideration were introduced. 

Mr. Chairman, I know something of the problems of some of those 
lighthouse people, especially on lighthouses and lightships, who ren- 
dered their very best during those days when everything was difficult 
to work with and we did not have facilities to work with. They spent 
many hours there. By the many letters being received now by the 
association they are finding it very difficult to get along on the amount 
of their annuity. 

Mr. Dorn. What is the amount of their annuity ? 

Mr. Cockre.i. Well, that. differs. 

Mr. Dorn. How little and how large is it? 

Mr. Cockxretu. At the present time, 180 are receiving $1,500 or less. 
This may not be exactly to date, Mr. Chairman, but those are the 
figures that I compiled just about 6 or 8 months ago; 196 are receiving 
$2,000 or less, and 320 are receiving $2,000 or more. Very few are 
receiving more than that. 

Mr. Dorn. They are getting $2,000 a year pension and a 3,000-some- 
odd dollars salary. 

Mr. Cocxreti. Did you ask the salary or the amount of their an- 
nuity now? 

Mr. Dorn. I asked what they are receiving as pension now. 

Mr. Cockxrety. That is what I am saying now. There are 180 of 
them receiving $1,500 or less as annuity today of this number. 
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Mr. Dorn. How many are receiving less than $1,500 and how much 
less ¢ 

Mr. CockreLn. Well, that figure I do not have as to how much less. 

Mr. Dorn. What you are doing, I think, is that you are hurting 
these poor people by saying it is $1,500 or less. 

One may be receiving $1,500 and they all may be receiving $10 a 
month or $10 a year. 

It does not show on your statistics. 

If they are receiving $1,500 a year based on a $3,750 salary, I think 
they are doing pretty well. 

Mr. Cockret.. Mr. Dorn, I do not have those figures. Of course, 
those figures can be gotten from the Coast Guard and I am sure that 
they would be glad to submit them. 

Mr. Lennon. Would the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Dorn. Surely. 

Mr. Lennon. How many are now drawing annuities as retired 
Coast Guard lighthouse keepers 4 

Mr. Cockrett. About 690. 

Mr. Lennon. What is the average annuity ? 

Mr. Cockre.u. | do not have it as an average, but I have it broken 
down as to the number where 108 of this 690 are receiving $1,500 or 
less. 

Mr. Lennon. Give me the other figures. 

Mr. Cockre.h. 196 of them are receiving $2,000 or less. 320 of 
them are receiving $2,000 or more. 

Mr. Dorn. That is impossible. 

Mr. Lennon. Tell me, sir, how it would be possible even on 20 
years’ service or more for a person to attain an annuity of $2,000 a 
year on a top salary of $3,750 4 

Mr. Cockretu. That is not $3,750. 

Mr. Lennon. Somebody just testified that that was the top level of 
salary for a lighthouse keeper. 

Mr. Cockre.yu. That is right. 

Mr. Lennon. You are asking this committee now to authorize the 
increase up to $5,100. How could a person have attained an annuity 
of over $2,000 a year on atop salary of $3,750? 

Mr. Cockxren.. Of course, this retirement system included many 
people, those of the technical force that were receiving as much as 
$4,800 when they were actively employed. 

IT am taking the number of retirees, retired under the Lighthouse 
Service Retirement Act, but many of those people, of course, were 
technical people or district officers, and soon. That is the reason that 
this number seems a little large. 

Mr. Lennon. We are talking then, about others than those who 
were actually lighthouse keepers / 

Mr. Cockreti. That is right. This does not cover just lighthouse 
keepers alone, you see. This covers many people that were in the 
Lighthouse Service. 

Mr. Oxtver. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Lennon. Mr. Dorn has the floor. 

Mr. Garmatz. May IL ask a question ? 

Mr. Morgan, could you enlighten us on the figures? Would it be 
possible to get a little better breakdown on the numbers and amounts ? 
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Mr. Morgan. We could furnish that for you without trouble; y 
sir. 

I would like to say, if I may just now, that the retirement of thes 
people at $3,750 and under, those are the lighthouse keepers. In this 
group that have been retired under the lighthouse retirement Jay 

came the superintendents of lighthouses who were heads of the dis. 
tricts of the lighthouse services, the engineers, and the mechanies 

The rate of pay of the mechanics in the last few years since the war 
espec ially have gone up considerably and they are the ones who are 
bringing this thing up here to the average w hich he mentions as above 
$2,000. They are the people who are receiving the higher retired pay. 

Mr. Dorn. ¢ ‘ould you explain this a little further, Mr. Morgan’! 
How many years’ service has each of these folks who are seeking this 
increase had in the Lighthouse Service / 

Mr. Morcan. The law provides for compulsory retirement at age 7/), 
Many of them have the full age 70. They must have 30 years of sery- 
ice also. The law was ch: inged some few years ago, and I do not 
remember the exact date but since the war, to permit retirement at age 
60 with 30 years of service and at age 62 with 25 years of service. 

The only ones who would have fewer years than that would be those 
who were retired on account of disability and the law +e that. per- 
mitted retirement with a minimum of 5 vears of service: but I would 
say th: at in most cases the 2» probably have 15 or 20 years. 

Mr. Dorn. Have other laws raised the pension of other Federal em. 
ployees that are not covered by lighthouse employees ? 

Mr. Morcan. Yes. 

Mr. Dorn. By what figure ? 

Mr. Morecan. The most recent one, I believe, was 10 percent under 
the civil service law in 1958. 

Mr. Dorn. None of these laws have affected the lighthouse keepers’ 
pensions ? 

Mr. Morcan. That is right. 

Mr. Ontver. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to ask one question of 
our friend from Coast Guard Headquarters. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Oliver. 

Mr. Ouiver. It occurred to me during the questioning with regard 
to the type of employment that was involved in these 690 that are re- 
ferred to by Mr. Cockrell that it might be possible that some of the 
really high echelon officials of the old Bureau of T ighthouse Service 
could be included in that 690 personnel. 

Mr. Morean. There are still a few. 

Mi. Ontver. It is almost conceivable that the former Director, for 
example, if that is the proper title, of that Bureau of Lighthouse 
Service, might be included if living today. 

Mr. Morean. He would be ine ‘luded if living. 

Mr. Oriver. So that, this does include the high salaried echelon of 
the former Lighthouse Service, is that correct ? 

Mr. Morcan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lennon. May I ask the gentleman this question ? 

Mr. Garmatz. Yes. 

Mr. Lennon. In 1949, the retired members of the Lighthouse Serv- 
ice got a percentage increase of what amount ? 

Mr . Cockreyi. In 1949? 
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Mr. Lennon. Yes. Do you recall that figure ? 

Mr. Cockreti. No, | do not recall that. 

Mr. Lennon. How about the increase that you got for your retirees 
in 1954? Ww hat percentage of increase was that? 

Mr. Cockreti. That was 8 percent. 

Mr. Lennon. In 1956, the retired Lighthouse Service employees got 
a percentage increase of what? _ 

Mr. Cockre.tt. Well, that, I think, was around 12 percent, but there 


isa limitation not to exceed $2,160 a year. 


Mr. Lennon. What is 12 percent / 

Mr. MorGan. I do not remember the exact amount, sir. 

Mr. Cockre.LL. I am not sure about that but I think it was. 

Mr. Lennon. But there was a limitation in the act. 

Mr. Cockreti. There was a cutoff. 

Mr. Lennon. Prohibiting those who had already a base annuity of 
51.200 or more from recelv ing any increase ? 

Mr. Cockre.u. That is right. Yes, sir. 

Mr, Lennon. In the light of what you say that in this 690 there are 
a number who now draw in excess of $2,000, I was thinking that 
maybe this legislation ought to perhaps have a cutoff at those who are 
now receiving in excess of § $2,100 or $2,200. 

Mr. Cockreny. Well, the reason for this is because, of course, other 
civilian employees, Mr. Lennon, did not have any cutoff last year 
under Public Law 465. There was not any cutoff there. 

Mr. Lennon. Was there a cutoff in 1956 to the civil service 
employees ? 

Mr. CockreLt. In 1956? 

Mr. Lennon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cockre.i. Yes, I think there was. 

Mr. Lennon. That is the reason you say that the cutoff was applied 
tothe Lighthouse Service former employees? 

Mr, CockreLu. Well, the cutoff was for those retired under the civil 
service retirement law at the same time. 

Mr. Lennon. That is the question I asked. 

Mr. Cockretu. Yes, sir. This legislation is only asking for the same 
increase, Mr. Lennon, that other civilian employees got last year which 
was more or less the usual procedure whenever those retired 
under civil service got an increase but not for any other benefits. 

Mr. Lennon. Your association, I suppose, is not supported by those 
of low salaries during that service but by the dues of higher salaried 
folks. I imagine a former lighthouse keeper who got $2 ,100 a year 
could contribute muc h to annus al association dues, could he? 

Mr. Cockrett. It is the same for all no matter what his retired pay 
may be. Many do not pay anything, of course. 

Mr. Garmatz. Do you want to complete } your statement ? 

Mr. Cockrett. I believe that was about all that I had to say. 

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, I know something of 
the problems of some of these retirees, who are now living in most 
every State of the Nation, Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, either by 
personal contact or by the many letters being received by this asso- 
ciation, telling of the ‘hardships being experienced by them trying to 
liveon the present annuity with the increased cost of living. 
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This association I represent and those who may be affected by the 
favorable action of the members of this committee and the enactmen; 
of this legislation, sincerely hope that this committee will approve 
the enactment and report the legislation out to the Congress fo, 
consideration. 


Again I wish to thank you for the privilege of appearing before yoy | 


today in support of favorable action by this committee. 

Again I want to thank the committee, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lennon. There are two bills before the Congress on this subject 
matter, H.R. 3140 and H.R. 5431, one by Mr. Boggs and one by Mr, 
Oliver. Which of those bills does your association prefer ? 

Mr. Cocxretu. I would prefer the 5431 for the reason of that chang. 
ing the date in 1956, Mr. Lennon, to 1958. I believe that is mor 
consistent. 

Mr. Lennon. That would, of course, provide those who had retired 
prior to January 1, 1958. 

Mr. Cockxreti. That is right, instead of 1956, which is a sort of 
cutoff date of retirement. 

Mr. Lennon. I suppose there would be some who would oppose the 
cutoff date of January 1958. 

Mr. Cockre.u. Well, there would be in the same case more opposing 


1956 because there are a few retired between those dates but I would 


prefer that 1958 would be the date. 

Mr. Lennon. What is the estimated annual cost of 5431? 

Mr. Cockrett. I do not know. 

Commander Supnik. About $12,000. 

Mr. Garmatz. If I may interrupt, could Mr. Morgan compile some 
figures giving the approximate cost and the number of retirees and 
approximately how they would break down as to the amount that 
they would receive, how many would get $2,000, how many $1,500! 

I wonder if you could furnish that information for us so that we 
could have it for the full committee when we present these bills to 
the full committee ? 

Mr. Morcan. We can get that for you. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

U.S. Coast GuARD, June 22, 1959. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Bonner: Reference is made to the hearing before the committee 
on June 17, 1959. The request was made that the Coast Guard furnish the com- 
mittee a breakdown showing how many of the 690 persons on the retired roll of 
the former Lighthouse Service receive annual retired pay of $1,500 or less; the 
number receiving retired pay of $1,501 to $2,000 and the number receiving in 
excess of $2,000. 

The 690 mentioned was the number on the roll as of June 1, 1958. Since that 
time 35 deaths have occurred reducing that figure to 655. Of those 655 persons, 
84 received retired pay of $1,500 or less. That figure includes several who get 
as little as $950 and one who gets $600. There are 126 who receive retired pay 
between $1,501 and $2,000, and 445 who get more than $2,000. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. C, RICHMOND, 
Vice Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard Commandant. 


Mr. Otiver. Mr. Chairman, could I make a brief statement?! 
Mr. Garmatz. Yes. 
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Mr. Otiver. Of course, Mr. Cockrell represents this association of 
former Lighthouse Service employees and I am very happy that he 
does in view of the fact that his predecessor, who I think was instru- 
mental in organizing the employees, Mr. Tom Lee, was from South 
Portland, Maine, which was my hometown. He worked very dili- 
gently to get this group together. 

Mr. CocKRELL. He certainly did. 

Mr. Oxtver. I think Mr. Cockrell is carrying on a very great tradi- 
tion following his predecessor, and I want to compliment you upon 
the moderation with which you have approached this problem. 

I have found in your various contacts with my office and with me 
that you have been most helpful. 

I want the record to show that. 

Mr. Cockreti. Thank you. 

Mr. Garmarz. Are there any other questions? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Cocxretu. Thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. Do you have anything that you can add other than 
furnish that information ? 

Commander Supnik. No, sir; other than that I believe that the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury’s report on this bill also recommended that the 
cutoft date be Janu: ry 1,1958. 

Mr. Garmarz. I just received a copy of the report of the Secretary 
of the Treasury : 

The Department would, therefore, have no objections to enactment of H.R. 
5431 rather than H.R. 3140. Enactment of H.R. 5431 would result in an esti- 
mated cost of $12,000 a year to the Coast Guard. 

Mr. Dorn. Explain that cutoff date to me. I do not see why it 
needs to have a cutoff date. 

Commander Supnrk. These individuals’ annuities are based really 
on their last 5 years of employment so that they do not get annuities 
which correspond to the amount of pay they were receiving on the 
day they are retired. They take a period of time, I believe it is the 
last 5 years, and they figure out what they have been earning over 
that period of time. 

The cutoff date is brought to the date that the last increase of salary 

was granted to these individuals m: aking it more equitable, and the 
last increase that they received was on the 12th of January of 1958. 

Mr. Dorn. Tell me what about these Federal bills that we talked 
about a minute ago? Do they have a cutoff date also / 

Commander Supntk. Yes. ‘They do. 

Mr. Dorn. I am referring, of course, to the ones that do not apply 
to the lighthouse retirees. 

Commander Supnik. That is correct. I refer to them, too. 

May I quote from the report of the Secretary of the Treasury : 

The seleetion of a cutoff date before which a person must have retired to be 
eligible for the increase always presents a problem. When a single cutoff date 
Ig used it results in a sharp distinction in annuities between those retired 
shortly before and those retired soon after the cutoff date. This often has the 
effect of imposing inequities on some and may provide windfalls for others. In 
an attempt to meet this problem, the annuity increases provided in 1955 for 
persons retired under the civil service system and in 1956 for persons retired 
under the Lighthouse Service system were based upon a graduated seale. Ap- 


parently because this method presented great administrative difficulties and still 
did not achieve complete equity, the Congress returned to a single cutoff date 
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in the act of June 25, 1958, which provided for an increase in annuities of 
persons retired under the civil service system prior to October 1, 1956. While 
equity cannot be achieved by a single cutoff date, shortening the time between 
it and the increase in active pay which it is designed to complement tends to 
eliminate some inequity. 

Mr. Dorn. If we did not have a cutoff date at all then there would 
be no inequity. 

Commander Supnik. You have to establish a date. 

Mr. Dorn. You tell me this is a dying service, that there will be 
no lighthouse keepers in the distant future; as they die, nobody js 
being rehired. It is all going to be replaced as these folks die by 
Coast Guard personnel exclusively ? 

Commander Supnik. That is correct. 

Mr. Dorn. Then, since this is completely different than the general 
Federal 10-percent increase that you talked of before, if we put no 
cutoff date then it would apply to everybody equally ¢ 

Commander Supnix. But the people who are serving today have 
received an increase. That is as of the 12th of January of 1958 there 
was a pay increase that when they retire this increase will be re- 
flected in their retired pay, and if you do not establish a cutoff date 
then they will get a windfall. In other words, they will get not only 
an increase in pay but their retired pay will be increased. 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you very much. I understand. 

Mr. Lennon. Is the commander reading from the Acting Secre- 
tary’s s letter directed to the chairman of the full committee here? 

Commander Supnik. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Lennon. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the let- 
ter received from the Acting Secretary, which favors the enactment 
of 5431, introduced by Mr. Oliver of this committee, be made a part of 
the record. 

Mr. GarmMatz. Without objection, it may be. 

They are in favor of 5431 in preference to 3140 which would result 
in estimated costs of about $12,000 to the Coast Guard. 

Without objection, it will be placed in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, June 16, 1959. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 


Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My DeEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of 
the Treasury Department on H.R. 3140 and H.R. 5431, bills to provide a further 
increase in the retired pay of certain members of the former Lighthouse Service. 

The proposed legislation would increase by 10 percent the retired pay of cer- 
tain former members of the Lighthouse Service retired under the provisions 
of section 6 of the act of June 20, 1918, as amended and supplemented. H.R. 
3140 would provide this increase for persons retired prior to January 1, 1956; 
H.R. 5431 would provide the increase for persons retired prior to January 
1, 1958. 

It has in general been the policy of the Congress to adjust retired pay to com- 
pensate for an increased cost of living whenever there has been a general in- 
crease in salaries for the same reason. In accordance with this principle, the 
retired pay of former members of the Lighthouse Service has been increased in 
1949, 1954, and 1956. The bills would effect another increase in accordance with 
this principle. The Treasury Department would have no objection to such 
an increase. 
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The selection of a cutoff date before which a person must have retired to be 
eligible for the increase always presents a problem. When a single cutoff date 
js used, it results in a sharp distinction in annuities between those retired 
shortly before and those retired soon after the cutoff date. This often has the 
effect of imposing inequities on some and may provide windfalls for others. In 
an attempt to meet this problem, the annuity increases provided in 1955 for 
persons retired under the civil service system and in 1956 for persons retired 
under the Lighthouse Service system were based upon a graduated scale. Ap- 
parently because this method presented great administrative difficulties and 
still did not achieve complete equity, the Congress returned to a single cutoff 
date in the act of June 25, 1958, which provided for an increase in annuities of 
persons retired under the civil service system prior to October 1, 1956. While 
equity cannot be achieved by a single cutoff date, shortening the time between it 
and the increase in active pay which it is designed to complement tends to 
eliminate some inequity. 

The Department would, therefore, have no objections to enactment of H.R. 
5431 rather than H.R. 3140. Enactment of H.R. 5431 would result in an esti- 
mated cost of $12,000 a year to the Coast Guard. 

Since your committee has asked for our report by June 17, there has not 
been time to obtain the usual budget clearance prior to the submission of this 
report. 

Very truly yours, 
A. GILMORE FLUES, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. Outver. Mr. Chairman, I wish to submit a brief statement in 
support of H.R. 5451, a bill which I have introduced to provide an 
increase for certain retired employees of the former Lighthouse 
Service. 

I feel that the issue here is fairly clear cut. Enactment of Public 
Law 85-465, approved last year, provided for an increase of 10 per- 
cent in the annuities of civil service and Foreign Service retirees. 
Approximately 690 members of the civilian retired employees of the 
former Lighthouse Service were not included as beneficiaries under 
the terms of this legislation. The duties of the Lighthouse Service 
are gradually being transferred to the Coast Guard as members of the 
Service retire. Since only 250 Lighthouse Service employees remain 
on active duty, very few additional employees will be added to the 
pension rolls. In addition, the number of retirees is being reduced 
by 40 to 50 each year due to death. 

It seems to me that we should not ignore these former civilian em- 
ployees of the Federal Government simply because they are a very 
small group. Equal justice requires that these men, who have served 
their Government long and diligently, should receive a pension cost- 
of-living increase equal to that accorded other Federal governmental 
retirees. 

Although the Treasury Department has not yet indicated its posi- 
tion on this legislation or what financial impact it would have, I am 
sure that the minimum amount. required to finance additional benefits 
to these retirees could be considered as funds well spent; funds which 
would enable these needy civil servants to meet the bare necessities 
of life, 

I urge enactment of this legislation not only to render much needed 
financial assistance to the retired members of the Lighthouse Service, 
but also as an illustration of effective democracy in action by proving 
that the U.S. Government is sensitive to the just requirements of even 
this small group of retired civil servants. 

Mr. Garmarz. We have the Senate bills passed by the Senate. 
Chairman Bonner said he had no objection to taking up these bills 
In preference to some of the House bills. 
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S.577 is to amend title 10, United States Code, section 2481, to 
authorize the U.S. Coast Guard to sell certain utilities in the imme. 
diate vicinity of a Coast Guard activity not available from local sources, 

I think Mr. Cowen has more information on S. 577. 

Mr. Cowen. The Senate amended that by the deletion of one word 
the word “the” in order to make it read more smoothly than it did. 

Mr. Bonner stated that he had no objection to the passage of the 
Senate bills since his were introduced as companion bills to the Senate 
and at the request of the Coast Guard. The Senate has taken action 
on both their bills. 

Mr. Garmartz. Will you go into a little more detail on S. 577? 

(S. 577 and S. 1367 are as follows:) 


[S. 577, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


AN ACT To amend title 10, United States Code, section 2481, to authorize the Uniteg 
States Coast Guard to sell certaiz utilities in the immediate vicinity of a Coast Guard 
activity not available from local sources 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 2481 of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended as follows: 

(A) By striking out the words ‘of a military department” and inserting in 
place thereof the word ‘‘concerned”’. 

(B) By striking out the word “or’ immediately following the words “Air 
Force,” and inserting the words “or Coast Guard,’ immediately following the 
words ‘Marine Corps.”’. 

(2) Subsection (c) is amended by striking out the words “of the military de 


partment”. 
Passed the Senate June 12, 1959. 
Attest: 


FEeLTon M. JoHNsSTON, Secretary, 


[S. 13867, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


AN ACT To amend title 14, United States Code, entitled “Coast Guard’’, to authorize the 
Coast Guard to sell supplies and furnish services not available from local sources to 
vessels and other watercraft to meet the necessities of such vessels and watercraft 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That chapter 17 of title 14, United States 
Code, is amended by adding the following new section : 

“Sec. 654. The Secretary under such regulations as he may prescribe, may sell 
to public and commercial vessels and other watercraft, such fuel, supplies and 
furnish such services as may be required to meet the necessities of the vessel or 
watercraft if such vessel or watercraft is unable— 

**(1) to procure the fuel, supplies, or services from other services at its 
present location ; and 
(2) to proceed to the nearest port where they may be obtained without 
endangering the safety of the ship, the health and comfort of its personnel, 
or the safe condition of the property carried aboard. 
Sales under this section shall be at such prices as the Secretary considers rea- 
sonable. Payment will be made on a cash basis or on such other basis as will 
reasonably assure prompt payment. Amounts received from such a sale shall, 
unless Otherwise directed by another provision of law, be credited to the cur- 
rent appropriation concerned and are available for the same purposes as that 
appropriation.” 

Sec. 2. The analysis of chapter 17 of title 14, United States Code, is amended 
by adding the following new item: 

“654. Public and commercial vessels and other watercraft; sale of fuel, sup 
plies, and services.” 

Passed the Senate June 12, 1959. 

Attest: 

FELTON M. JOHNSTON, Secretary. 
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Mr. Dorn. Are we not meeting in executive session ? 

Mr. Garmatz. I thought we w would take these up and get any infor- 
mation. Isthere anything you could add, Commander ¢ 

Commander SupNIK. No, sir; except that this authority already ex- 
ists as far as the Navy Department is concerned and the Navy De- 
partment is author ized by law by this title 10 to sell these utilities in 
the immediate vicinity of their installations where the people are un- 
able to procure them and this is merely a convenience, you might say, 
to individuals that are located in such a position that ‘they cannot get 
power or water and other utilities and they are available to the base 
orthe station that happens to be in the vicinity. 

Mr. GARMATz. How about the second bill, S. 1367 ? 

Commander Supnik. 5. 1367 would authorize the Coast Guard to 
sell supplies and furnish services not available from local sources to 

vessels and other watercraft to meet the necessities of such vessels and 
— aft. 

The Navy has similar authority to sell supplies which includes oil 
and equipment. 

Now, we have asked for this authority because there are many times 
when we will render assistance to a merchant vessel at sea and it really 
is, you might say, a little unjust that the Government should give 
away oil, and so forth, when it would be available if there were time 
enough to obtain it. For instance, you take a freighter that is mov- 
ing from the Mediterranean to Nor folk. He runs into a storm and he 
uses up all his oil and then he radios the Coast Guard or anyone to 
render him assistance. You go out and stand by him and he says, 
“Tf you have got some oil and can give me some oil, I can proceed on 
my own to Norfolk.” 

‘Tt is either a question of giving him oil or towing himin. You tow 
him in and you do not get anything and you have to give him the oil. 

These people are more than w illing to pay for the oil or to pay for 
the services that they receive. It is just a question that legally we 
cannot sell it. We do not have author ity to sell these supplies. 

Mr. Garmarz. Is that true also in the m: utter of small craft ? 

Commander Supn1k. This question has arisen only in certain areas. 
For instance, in the State of Washington, there are American boats 
that go over into Canadian waters and then they break down and they 
wire the Coast Guard. We do not have authority to go over in the 
Canadian waters and tow them, as such. They refuse to be towed by 
the Canadians. Why? Because they are going to be charged. 

The Canadian Coast Guard operates somewhat differently than the 
American. That is, they are tugboat operators and people who are in 
commercial business. 

Anyway, when they get over into Canadian waters, they oftentimes 
just say, “Well, I would “ather have the Coast Guard.” Then our 
boats have to go way over there and pick them up and tow them back. 
They could just as well call for a commercial tug and if they did they 
would have to pay for the service. 

It seems only equitable that where we are performing this type of 
service and it is not strictly a rescue service, an emergency, that there 
should be the same type of compensation to Uncle Sam as there would 
be in the event that a commercial tug went out and did the service. 
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This does not cover instances where there is a genuine emergene 

Where an individual is in trouble, we have never charged anybdl 
a nickel, and I doubt that we ever will. 

This will extend only to those cases where it is a convenience and 
these people cannot obtain these supplies or services from anyone élge 
and we would be in a position to sell them the supplies, give them the 
supplies, and then bill them for it. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Ray. [have just one, Mr. Chairman. 

Do you have any dollar estimate as to the benefits 

Commander Supnik. I have no estimated figures on how much ip 
supplies or how much services we would furnish. It varies from 
year to year. It depends on the conditions in the ocean. 

One year we might have a dozen ships that break down and want 
oil and in the next year there may be one or two. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you very much, Commander. 

With no objection, we will go into executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 11:10 a.m., the committee proceeded to other 
business. ) 
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